-
' o BLS NEWS RELEASE

BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

For Release: Friday, November 15, 2013 13-2011-DAL

SOUTHWEST INFORMATION OFFICE: Dallas, Texas
Technical information: (972) 850-4800 - BLSInfoDallas@bls.gov + www.bls.gov/regions/southwest/
Media contact: (972) 850-4800

Consumer Expenditures for the Dallas-Fort Worth Area: 2011-2012

Consumer units * (households) in the Dallas-Fort Worth, Texas metropolitan area spent an average of
$57,144 per year in 2011-2012, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reported today. Regional
Commissioner Stanley W. Suchman noted that this figure was 13 percent higher than the $50,581
average expenditure level for a typical household in the United States. Although households in the
Dallas area spent more than the U.S. average, they allocated their dollars similarly among the largest
expenditure categories, differing significantly in only one. Specifically, expenditures for apparel
accounted for 4.3 percent of a typical household budget in the Dallas area, significantly greater than the
nationwide average of 3.4 percent. (See chart 1 and table 1.)




Chart 1. Percent distribution of average annual expenditures for eight major categoriesin the Dallas-Fort Worth
metropolitan area and the United States, 2011-2012
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Source: U.5. Buresu of Labor Statistics.

Housing in the Dallas metropolitan area averaged $18,810 annually and was the largest expenditure
category, accounting for 32.9 percent of a Dallas area household’s total budget. This share was not
significantly different from the 33.3-percent national average. (See tables 1 and 2.) Overall, 8 of the 18
published metropolitan areas had expenditure shares for housing measurably above the U.S. average,
while 3 had significantly lower-than-average shares. (See chart 2.) Among the 18 areas, housing shares
ranged from 39.7 percent in New York to 31.7 percent in Detroit. (See table 3.)

The majority of total housing expenditures in Dallas, 56.2 percent, went toward shelter which includes
mortgage interest, property taxes, repairs, and rent, among other items; this was significantly below the
58.5-percent share allocated toward shelter nationwide. (See table A.) Utilities, fuels, and public services
expenses accounted for 23.2 percent of the housing budget locally; nationally, it made up 21.9 percent.
The rate of homeownership in Dallas, at 61 percent, was less than the U.S. average of 65 percent.

Table A. Percent distibution of housing expenditures, United States and Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan
area, 2011-2012

United Dallas-Fort
Category States Worth
TOLAI HOUSING ...ttt ettt ettt et e et e e e e e et e es e e e beeeaeeem e e e eaeeemeeemseeeneeemseeseeenseanseeenseanseeaneeannaas 100.0% 100.0%
S 3 1= LY PSPPSR 58.5 56.2

Note: See footnotes at end of table.



Table A. Percent distibution of housing expenditures, United States and Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan

area, 2011-2012 - Continued

United Dallas-Fort
Category States Worth
Utilities, fuels, and PUDIIC SEIVICES ..ot e e e et e e e e e et e e e e e e e sssseeeaeeeasnsaeeaeeean 21.9 23.2
[ [0 TUEST=T g o] o [ o] oY =1 o T o PRSP 6.8 7.6
HOUSEKEEPING SUPPIIES. ...ttt bttt ae et h ettt st e b e e be e e b e e naeesane s 3.6 3.8
Household furnishings and eqUIPMENT ...t 9.2 9.2

Note: Columns may not add to 100 due to rounding.
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

At 18.6 percent of the total budget, transportation was the second-largest expenditure category in the
Dallas area, and was not statistically different from the national average of 17.1 percent. Among the 18
published areas nationwide, eight had transportation shares that were below the national average; only

one, Houston, had a share that was significantly above the average. (See chart 3.)

Of the $10,653 in annual expenditures for transportation in Dallas, 95.9 percent was spent buying and
maintaining private vehicles, compared to the national average of 93.9 percent. The remaining 4.1
percent of a Dallas household’s transportation budget was spent on public transit, which includes fares
for taxis, buses, trains, and planes; this allocation was significantly below the 6.1-percent national
average. (See table B.) The number of vehicles per household in Dallas (1.8) was close to the national

average (1.9).

Table B. Percent distibution of transportation expenditures, United States and Dallas-Fort Worth

metropolitan area, 2011-2012

United Dallas-Fort
Category States Worth
TOtAl TrANSPOITALION ...ttt ettt ettt et e et e e st e e st e e e et e e e e abe e e e san e e e e e e e e nneeeas 100.0% 100.0%
Vehicle purchases (NEt OULIAY).........oi ittt ettt et 34.0 38.4
[CF= K Yo] 1 T=Tr= 1ol g s To] (o] o | FE RSP RRPPRRTI 31.3 29.9
Other VENICIE EXPENSES ..ottt ettt e e e e e et e e et e e e eas e e e e s be e e e abeeeasteeeesteeessseeeeasseeesaseeeaneseaanraeens 28.6 27.6
LU o] TR 1= g E=T oo i =1 o] o PSSP 6.1 4.1

Note: Columns may not add to 100 due to rounding.
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The portion of a Dallas consumer unit’s budget spent on food, 12.5 percent, was not significantly
different from the 12.9-percent U.S. average. Among the 18 metropolitan areas, 14 had food expenditure
shares that were not measurably different from the nationwide average. In the four remaining areas,
three had food shares significantly below the national average, while one, Los Angeles, was significantly

above average.

Dallas households spent 57.9 percent ($4,141) of their food dollars on food prepared at home, not
statistically different from the 59.4-percent national share. Locally, the remaining food expenditure
dollars ($3,009) went to food prepared away from home, such as restaurant meals, carry-out, board at
school, and catered affairs. These expenditures accounted for 42.1 percent of total household food
expenditures in Dallas compared to the typical U.S. household average of 40.6 percent.

As noted, Dallas is 1 of 18 metropolitan areas nationwide for which Consumer Expenditure Survey (CE)
data are available. Metropolitan area CE data and that for the four geographic regions and the United
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States are available on our website at www.bls.gov/cex/tables.htm. Metropolitan area CE news releases
are available at www.bls.gov/regions/subjects/consumer-spending.htm.

Additional Information

Data contained in this report are from the CE survey, which is collected on an ongoing basis by the U.S.
Census Bureau for BLS. The CE data were averaged over a two-year period, 2011 and 2012, and are
available for the nation, the 4 geographic regions of the country, and 18 metropolitan areas. The
metropolitan area discussed in this release is Dallas-Fort Worth, Texas, which consists of Collin, Dallas,
Delta, Denton, Ellis, Henderson, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, Tarrant, and Wise
Counties.

The survey consists of two components, a diary or recordkeeping survey, and an interview survey. The
integrated data from the BLS Diary and Interview Surveys provide a complete accounting of consumer
expenditures and income, which neither survey component alone is designed to do. Due to changes in
the survey sample frame, metropolitan area data in this release are not directly comparable to those prior
to 1996.

A consumer unit is defined as members of a household related by blood, marriage, adoption, or other
legal arrangement; a single person living alone or sharing a household with others but who is financially
independent; or two or more persons living together who share responsibility for at least 2 out of 3 major
types of expenses — food, housing, and other expenses. The terms household or consumer unit are used
interchangeably for convenience.

CE metropolitan area estimates are not comparative cost of living surveys, as neither the quantity nor the
quality of goods and services has been held constant among areas. Differences may result from
variations in demographic characteristics such as consumer unit size, age, preferences, income levels,
etc. However, expenditure shares, or the percentage of a consumer unit’s budget spent on a particular
category, can be used to compare spending patterns across areas. Sample sizes for the metropolitan areas
are much smaller than for the nation, so the U.S. estimates and year-to-year changes are more reliable
than those for the metropolitan areas. Users should also keep in mind that prices for many goods and
services have changed since the survey was conducted.

Expenditure shares for housing and transportation that are above or below that for the nation after testing
for significance at the 95-percent confidence interval are also identified in charts 2 and 3 for the 18
metropolitan areas surveyed.

A value that is statistically different from another does not necessarily mean that the difference has
economic or practical significance. Statistical significance is concerned with our ability to make
confident statements about a universe based on a sample. It is entirely possible that a large difference
between two values is not significantly different statistically, while a small difference is, since both the
size and heterogeneity of the sample affect the relative error of the data being tested.

For additional technical and related information, see www.bls.gov/opub/hom/homch16.htm.

Information in this release will be made available to sensory impaired individuals upon request. Voice
phone: 202-691-5200; Federal Relay Service: 800-877-8339.Footnote
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http://www.bls.gov/cex/tables.htm
http://www.bls.gov/regions/subjects/consumer-spending.htm
http://www.bls.gov/opub/hom/homch16.htm

1 See the Additional Information section for the definition of a consumer unit. The terms consumer unit
and household are used interchangeably throughout the text for convenience.



Table 1. Percent distibution of average annual expenditures, United States and Dallas-Fort Worth
metropolitan area, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2011-2012

United Dallas-Fort
Category States Worth

AVErage annUAL EXPENAITUMES .........c.eeiiiiiieiiieeeeie ettt e it et et e ete et e e te e e e seeseesaesaeessesseessensesaeessesseeseesesssensesseeseeseessennes $50,581 $57,144
PerCent iStrIDULION: ... ..ottt e e bt e e a et e e bt e e a bt e e e b et e e b e e nn b e e nnre et 100.0 100.0
12.9 125
0.9 0.8
HOUSING ..ttt et h ettt s h e et e a et e a et et e e he e e et e et e eeae e e bt e e be e e e e e saeesaee s 33.3 32.9
APPAIE] @NA SEIVICES ...ttt ettt ettt et oottt e ek et e e e te e e e ea e et e e a b et e e sbe e e aabe e e e st e e e amseeeasbeeesaneeeeannneeanes 3.4 4.3*
L= L5 o1 1 =1 T o SRR SPRTN 171 18.6
L 1= LTz OSSR 6.8 6.5
L a1 (=T =T 04T 0 OSSR 5.1 5.3
Personal care ProdUCES @NA SEIVICES ........eiiiuuiiiiiiii ettt ettt e e et e e e e mb e e e st e e e ens e e e anteeeaanneeeanneee s 1.2 1.4
(R Lo g To TSP PP TP PRPP 0.2 0.2*
Education .........ccoecieiiiiiieiee 2.2 1.4
Tobacco products and SMOKING SUPPHIES ......cc.uieuiiiiieiieet ettt 0.7 0.7
IMISCEIIANEOUS ...ttt ettt ettt e e ekt e ekttt oo a et e e e ae e a2 n bt e e ea kbt e e aRbe e e eanee e e emneeeembeeaeamseeeannneeaanneaenn 1.6 0.9*
(0= 1] s I eTo] a1 141 o1V (o] < PP PR PSP 3.6 3.4
Personal iNSUraNCe @nd PENSIONS .........uuiiiieee ittt e ettt e e e e ettt e e e s e et e e e e e e eeeeeeeeassnsaeeeeeeesnnseeeeeeeannnsnneaaeanan 10.9 1.2

* Statistically significant difference from the U.S. average at the 95-percent confidence level.
Note: Columns may not add to 100 due to rounding.
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.



Table 2. Average annual expenditures and characteristics, United States and Dallas-Fort Worth

metropolitan area, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2011-2012

United Dallas-Fort
Category States Worth
Consumer unit characteristics:
INCOME DEFOIE TAXES ...vivieuieiti ettt et e e teene e s e e st e e ebe e s e e seene e e e ese e s s e teeneensesseeneesaeaneensenneannas $64,649 $70,990
Age of reference person 49.9 47.0
Average number in consumer unit:
LR 10 1SR 2.5 2.7
(7 a1 Lo =T T UT o To 1= g PP UPRRUPR 0.6 0.8
PErSONS B85 @NA OV ...ttt ettt ettt e e et e e e bt e ek et e ettt e e ke et e ettt e e bt e e e e et e e 0.3 0.3
[T 1TSS 1.3 1.4
Y=Y 1[0 =SSR 1.9 1.8
PEICENT NOMEOWNET ...ttt ettt oottt e o bt e e s bt e e e a s bt e ek bt e e et e e e e eme e e e anbe e e e embeeeanbeeeeaneeeeanneas 65 61
Average annual expenditures:
Average annual expenditures... $50,581 $57,144
0o OSSP 6,529 7,150
[oTe o I=1 4 s To] 4o 1= TSRS USRTRPRRR 3,880 4,141
Cereals and DAKErY PrOGUCES ..........iiiiiieiiie ettt ettt e e a bt e e e a et e e st e e eab et e e be e e e eabe e e e neeeeanbeee s 534 569
Meats, POUILTY, fISN, BN EGGS ... cteiiiiiiiie it b ettt ettt et e et n 843 980
(DY o] (oo [0 To3 =TSPTSRO UR USRI 413 416
Fruits @and VEGETADIES .......c..oii e 723 735
Other food at home... 1,367 1,442
FOOd @WaY fTOM NOMIE ...t h et bt h ettt e bt et e b e e ab e e be e bt e e b e e sbeeanee s 2,649 3,009
AICONOIIC DEVEIAGES ...ttt ettt e h et e et st e e st e e et e e e e ae e e e e abe e e e sat e e e e e e e e nreeeas 454 447
[ 01U g o SRS 16,846 18,810
S 0 1= LY OSSPSR 9,858 10,565
(@1 a Lo e (=Y [T e PRSPPI PP 6,101 6,334
LT 01 (=0 B0 V= | g T PRSP 3,109 3,728
(01 aT=T gl (oo o oo [OOSR U PR PP PRRO 648 504
Utilities, fuels, and PUDIIC SEIVICES ... i ittt e e ettt et e e e be e e e eneeeeanaeeeeneeaeanneeeanes 3,687 4,364
Household operations................... 1,141 1,429
Housekeeping supplies 612 716
Household furnishings and @QUIPMENT ........c...iiiiii e 1,547 1,735
APPAIE] @NA SEIVICES ...ttt ettt h e et b e et e e bt e e et et e he e ettt ettt h et s 1,738 2,474
L 1] oo g F=1 (1] o ISR PPN 8,649 10,653
Vehicle pUrChases (NET OULIAY)......c..ei ittt bttt h ettt ettt ebe e st e aneeans 2,942 4,087
[CF= 1o ] T T=Y= T Lo g Te] (o] o) RSP 2,706 3,189
Other VENICIE EXPENSES ...ttt ettt e oot e e et e e e te e e e eseeeeamae e e e neeeeamaeeeasaeeeemseeeanneeeanseeeaneeeaannenann 2,472 2,939
[0 o] [ (o (=T g 1] oo =1 1T ISP USRTRRPRTN 529 439
Health care....... 3,436 3,690
Entertainment 2,589 3,025
Personal care prodUCES @Nd SEIVICES ..........oiiiiiiiiii ittt et b ettt sa et ae e ne e 631 799
[RCT= Lo 1o ST 112 104

Note: See footnotes at end of table.



Table 2. Average annual expenditures and characteristics, United States and Dallas-Fort Worth

metropolitan area, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2011-2012 - Continued

United Dallas-Fort
Category States Worth
=L [ Toz= i o] o PO 1,130 784
Tobacco products and SMOKING SUPPIES.........eiiiuiiiiiie ettt e e neee s 341 382
[ LYot | F=T g oY o LU USRI 802 488
[O2= 1] g I oo a1 131 o1 U] (o] 3 - PSR SUSRURR 1,818 1,947
Personal iINSUranCe @nd PENSIONS ........ooiuiiiiiiiie ittt ettt et e e s ab e e e aaae e e e bb e e e eabe e e abe e e e anbeeeanneeeeanbeeenanns 5,508 6,390
Life and other PersoNal iINSUFANCE ..........c..oiiiuiieiiiie ettt e e et e e et e e e e e s be e e seataeessaeeeeenseaesnsnaeanns 335 351
PenSioNs @nd SOCIAI SECUNILY .......oeiiuiiiiiiiie ettt e e st e e ee e e et e e e e teeeesaneeeasseeesnseeeanseeeenseeeanseneanes 5,173 6,039

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics



Table 3. Percent share of average annual expenditures for housing, transportation, and food, United
States and 18 metropolitan areas, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2011-2012

Area HousingTrgnsportation Food
[0 a1 (Yo IS 7= (= SRS 33.3 17.1 12.9
YN 1= o - 1R 34.7 16.9 11.7*
BaAItIMOIE ...ttt et e e e e et e e et e e e eta e e e e —a e e e aaeeeateeeanaeeeatteeeareeeaans 33.8 13.7* 12.7
(210 S] (oo W OO UPPTOUPRRPUPPRROPRPPOt 31.8* 14.8* 13.2
(014 1Te%= Vo Lo TSP USSP PRRPRON 34.9* 15.0* 12.3
(011 L=T = o Lo IR SRRSO 31.9 17.8 12.3
(=1 = TSROSOt 32.9 18.6 12.5
(=Y (o | T PSSO PURPPURPRROPRPPOt 31.7* 18.8 13.3
[ (o TU TS (o] o USSR POPPRROPRPOt 31.9 20.3* 12.5
LOS ANGEIES ...t h ettt ettt 37.7¢ 16.0* 13.6*
1= T o oL RPNt 38.4* 17.0 13.7
[T a =TT oo LU PR PUPPRPPRPOt 31.8* 17.5 12.6
INEW YOTK ..ttt ettt e ettt e et e et e e e aae e e e st e e e easseeesaeeeeaseeeenaaeeenseeeenseaeesseeeenneeeannns 39.7* 13.7* 12.4
[ 011 F= o 1 o o T - TSRS PS PRSP OPRO 37.9* 14.4* 12.7
[ aToT=Y o1 SRS 34.8 15.9 13.0
ST 1 =Yoo TSSO URRUSTRRRRRROY 38.5* 15.6 12.0
SAN FTANCISCO ...t iite e ettt ettt e et e e et e e e et e e e be e e e eas e e e enbeeeesseeeasseeeasseeesaseeeanseeesnnsseeanneaeans 35.2* 14.2* 11.5%
L= 4 OSSOSO 34.1 15.7 12.8
A= K] a1 g o) o] o E USSP RO PTO PRSPPI 35.3* 15.0* 11.6*

* Statistically significant difference from the U.S. average at the 95-percent confidence level.
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Chart 2. Expenditure shares spent on housing in 18 metropolitan statistical areas com pared to the U.S. average,
Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2011-2012
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Chart 3. Expenditure shares spent on transportation in 18 metropolitan statistical areas com pared to the U.5. average,
Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2011-2012
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